6 June 1969 
Harold Weisberg 


Dear Harold: 


I have your letters of 29 May to Schoener and 4 June to 
me and Nichols, My previous letter undoubtedly gave the impression 
of "bubble burst" attitude. Though true, that applies only to 
my initial notions about the significance of the dents, for I 
thought there was a solid and important case there. I have not 
at all lost interest, however, and plan to carry the matter as 
far as it will go. It is just that I feel uncomfortable writing 
about matters that I cannot definitely resolve. We have found 
serious discrepancies in Frazier's testimony and in his exhibits. 
it is if great value to know what they are, but it bothers me 
that I do not know what they mean. I agree, Frazier does not 
make mistakes without purpose, but I do not know what the purpose 
is. What we found out about CHs 562 and 564 in itself justifies 
our efforts, for it casts justifiable suspicion on all of his 
pictures of the microscopic marks, and should be a great help 
to Nichols, but it makes no sense to me-- I would like to know 
why he did this. I am learning things as I go along, and some- 
thing may turn up in books that I shall soon get, but presently 
there is only confusion. 

I was waiting for the archives photos before writing in 
detail about the cartridge cases, but I can now say something 
¢hentatively. Understand that the observation of photographs 
is the least suitable basis for making definite assertions-- 
there is no substitute for direct examination. 

The three evidence cases seem to have marks on the brass 
that are the result of blow-back. I do not see such marks on 
the two test cases. Again, I can't imagine why. The marks on 
the primers of all the cases correspond well enough to indicate 
that they were all subjected to the same pressure. Supposing 
that Frazier was indeed hiding something, I can suggest but one 
possibility, something that cannot be determined except by 
direct microscopic examination of the evidence and test cases, 

It may be that the evidence cases were previously fired and 
reloaded-- i.e., that they were subjected to blow-back twice. 
That is a possibility, although I myself tend to doubt it. 
Reloading the cases involves replacing the fired primers with 
live primers. Wy recollection of the general nature of the 
primers on the evidence cases and the tests is that they are 
the same-- that is, of the same manufacture. These are Herdan 
primers which are no longer made, for they contain a corrosive 
priming mixture which can be very damaging to barrels if they are 
not cleaned soon after firing. Itt would be foolish to re-load 
cases with such primers, even dangerous, for the only way you 
can get such primers is to remove them from unfired cases. 
Reloads almost certainly would be primed with modern primers. 

I gather from books that I have been reading that it is 
the normal procedure to base identifications on marks that occur 
on the primers, for the primer takes such marks more readily than 
the brass. Sut as far as I can determine, the brass of high 
powered rifle cases also is marked-- always, I think. 

As I said, this stuff causes me nothing but confusion. I 
resist discussing it for fear of imparting my confusion to others. 
Let it go for a while, until I see the other pictures and think 
about it some more. 


I already mentioned to you what I thought was the cause 
of the three sets of marks on the base of UE 543-- the marks 
that the I'BI could not explain, and which Joseph Nicol said 
might have been caused by another rifle than CE 139. I'll 
write up a memo on this and explain the whole thing, for I 
think there was a legitimate source of error. It was only 
by accident that Nichols and I stumbled on what appeard to be 
the true cause. Criticism of Joseph Nbcol is unjustified in 
this matter; he told as much about them as he could possiblg 
know under the faulted conditions of his examination (he did not 
have access to the rifle, and could not run tests of his own). 
Nicol was right in asserting that they were made by the extractor, 
but wrong in his speculation why the marks do not appear on 
the other cases; he was wrong because he did not understand 
how cartridges are normally chambered in the &r rifle. TEIven 
though they had the rifle, I think the #'BI can be partially 
excused, too. Your criticism of the Vommission lawyer is justi- 
fied, however, for he had no warrant to make it appear that 
the marks represent evidence of Oswald practicing rapid s+kermx 
action with the bolt. Nor should he have ignored the marks. 

In time I'll get out a memo on this matter, for otherwise 
we may linger under the mistaken notion that CE 543 came in 
contact with another rifle. If that is the situation, I think 
it will have to be proved by another means than these marks. 


JOsiah hompson explained that he did not see the case 
mouth dent on trazier's test. I sent him my memo and, later, 

a letter in response to his explanation (which I do not believe). 
His latest indicates that I have offended him-- not that anything 
in the memo is untmue, but the tone of my letter was ungentlemanly 
(I had tried to exercise restraint, but 1 guess the notion got 
through that I think he deserves a kick in the balls). 

Sylvia Meagher is now concerned about Thompson's work. At 
her request, I sent her copies of Thompson's mail to me and mine 
to him, and a Aerox of Frazier's test. In his book Thompson 
indicated that she had checked the text for accuracy, which 
attributes to her more of an effort than she actually gave. This 
of course would not include checking his work on the cartridge 
cases, but she is concerned anyway. 


I carefully read Newcomb's piece on the Last Train and zw 
some preliminary work on the Z film. I found them both sound. 
the existence of the train and doctoring of ‘illis 5 seemé proved: 
Newcomb himself acknowledges that the rest is speculation, but 
tI consider it fully justified. I have not yet seen good enough 
pictures to allow me to determine for myself whether or not the 
train was moving, so I let that question ¢o. I am convinced, 
however, that the train was there. The stuff on Bowerés was 
interesting, too, and I think it worth casting a sispicious glance 
at him, 


Go easy on the apparent figures in the background of the 
photos showing "Oswald" with rifle. JI have LIFE's cover, and 
I don't see figures there. it is possible that figures were 
brushed out, but I tumkkk don't think the case is clear enough 
to merit comment. 


wo, Wrelets Still, 
Selves Yet 
Bernabei 


